scholars (Ikenberry 2008 ) have all participated in this, with much worthwhile scholarship produced as a result. But we consider it remarkable that there has been relatively less scholarly attention paid to examining the concepts, sources, methods and types of national security policy in a comparative context. This is surprising for at least two reasons. First, the threat matrix for virtually all the major powers has changed markedly alongside the securitisation of numerous challenges that are transnational, environmental and effectively 'inter-mestic' in nature. National security is no more purely about domestic issues such as counterterrorism as it is confined to old-fashioned considerations about armed force. In the contemporary and unashamedly interdisciplinary study of national security, no nation or discipline is an island. National security is at the nexus of the domestic and the international, and provides a conceptual lens for understanding and articulating emerging challenges in a connected world, such as in the cyber domain, where sovereignty is challenged by transnational risks. Comparing how different actors conceive of these manifold challenges and prioritise resources to meet them is an important undertaking that is missing from both theoretical and applied scholarship in the literature on security studies. Second, while functional and ideational similarities on the basis of regime type offer useful scope for comparative analysis, it is surely equally important to identify the similarities and differences that exist across diverse approaches to domestic political organisation.
In order to address these challenges, this special issue seeks to answer a number of questions around themes that overlap but are also within discrete analytical categories: main actors, main theoretical contributions, main processes and main implications. First, we examine how national security is conceptualised, formulated and executed in the nations under review. We ask, what are the key differences between them, and how does this impact on their ability to achieve their security objectives? Second, we seek to discover how useful various theoretical perspectives from political science, public policy and the literature on security studies might be in helping us understand variances in national security concepts and practices. In other words, does current scholarship adequately account for national security, and what-if anything-does the academic study of national security offer to policy practitioners? Third, we consider influences on policymakers in our case studies. Is policy stratified, highly centralised and limited to a small number of decision-makers, or does it encourage a broader range of domestic actorsfrom think tanks to academics-to have input into the process? The articles in the special issue are then designed to operationalise this framework.
The first main article, by Michael Clarke and Anthony Ricketts, examines the relationship between national security and grand strategy in the USA in the post-Cold War era. They explore the apparent disjuncture between standard measures of continued US predominance and the profound questioning of the sustainability and desirability of the grand strategy of primacy witnessed during the 2016 election cycle. Drawing on a neoclassical realist framework, they argue that this uncertainty has been driven not so much by fundamental changes in the international system itself, but rather by how such changes have been interpreted by the Obama administration and its critics. They conclude that US grand strategy is now caught between approaches best described as the 'decline management' of the Obama administration and the 'decline denial' of President Donald Trump, which reflects the fracturing of what they call the domestic 'political support system'-the system that has underpinned primacy since the end of the Cold War.
A similar broad approach, but employing a more specific conceptual lens, is then undertaken by Matthew Sussex in his article on national security in Russia. Sussex's article characterises Russian national security policy as a deliberate 'rebound' strategy, designed to deliver a rapid return to power and status. He defines rebounding in respect to four characteristics: a relatively short timeline for the rebounding state to achieve its goals; a strategic (re-)emphasis on territory and hard power; the construction of alternative networks of influence via institutions; and active efforts to undermine existing normative and legal orthodoxies. He then assesses these in terms of specific Russian national security policy objectives, including in the key domain of information operations. His conclusion is that although Russia has made the most out of a relatively weak geostrategic hand, structural factors will nonetheless constrain Russian national security objectives in the future. Rory Medcalf's contribution rounds out the set of articles dealing specifically with national security policymaking in major powers. His article argues that even though India's role in international security issues has recently expanded quite considerably, its national security apparatus has not yet seen a concomitant rise in its capacity to meet new national security challenges. He explains the historical origins of India's generally stovepiped approach to national security and its struggle to develop an integrated national security strategy or a coordinated national security community in which the armed forces are given a significant role in policymaking. In conclusion, he identifies the prospects for a more cohesive approach to national security in the world's largest democracy, and makes some initial policy recommendations to that end.
Andrew O'Neil's article shifts the discussion from major actors to key challenges facing alliances in managing security relations. His analysis is concerned with how allies navigate relations throughout periods of significant change in international relations and, as a primary case study, examines the Five Eyes intelligence partnership between the USA, the UK, Canada, Australia and New Zealand. While this partnership does not constitute a formal security alliance, it exhibits many of the key hallmarks of an alliance, including burden-sharing arrangements and intra-alliance bargaining. O'Neil's article is especially concerned with how these various challenges are managed from an Australian national security perspective.
The final article, by Adam Henschke and Timothy Legrand, considers the moral limits to national security policies, and especially the need to recognise their costs. Specifically, it seeks to identify key moral limiting conditions around counterterrorism policies by reference to policymakers' public justifications for them. Their argument, using the UK as a case study, is that in recognising the justificatory apparatus for national security policies in liberal-democratic societies, we ought to find limiting conditions that are accepted by both governments and publics alike.
National security activities are now addressing a far wider array of phenomena than in the past, both in the Western world and beyond. We take as our starting point the assumption that national security cannot be completely divorced from 'traditional' interpretations, in which policy is shaped by agencies, ministries and other institutions tasked with the protection of national interests from exogenous threats. We agree, for instance, that claims about the influence of academics, activists and others as agenda-setters for governments can be overemphasised, and that although there are new participants contributing to national security policymaking, we should be careful not to overstate their ability to act as normative change agents. But, at the same time, we have also witnessed an increased outsourcing of security expertise. This often includes influential reports by think tanks that have an impact on policy uptake; of opinions from private-sector stakeholders; and from an array of formal and informal frameworks that bring policy professionals and 'outsider' analysts together, such as Track II dialogues. The National Security College at the Australian National University, formally a joint initiative with government, has had particular experience and insight in this regard in recent years.
We therefore hypothesise that while the types of participation in security activities are changing, the main purposes of those making such a contribution remain largely consistent with one general proposition. This is that although security policymaking now features more actors, their agendas tend to be instrumentalised through conventional rubrics about the national interest. At the same time, normative values are intersecting with material considerations; non-traditional threats are meeting old ones; and new actors are challenging established elites in ways that often seem mystifying. Making sense out of the complex milieu of national security policy processes is therefore a main objective of this special issue.
Hence, it is our hope that this special issue will make contributions to debate and understanding across the academia-policy divide. The selection of past practitioners as article authors-who are leading scholars in their own right-is at least partly deliberate, and aimed towards engaging the policy community in Australia and internationally in each article's respective findings. Seeking to do so can only maximise the chances of including a variety of expert stakeholders in conversations about the changing nature of national security.
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